The opinion in support of the decision being entered
today was not witten for publication and is not
bi ndi ng precedent of the Board.
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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on an appeal fromthe refusal of the
examner to allowclainms 1, 2, 4 through 8, 10 through 15, 17
and 19 as anended subsequent to the final rejection. The
other clains in the application, which are clains 3, 9, 16 and
18, have been indicated by the exam ner as being allowabl e.
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The subject matter on appeal relates to a nmethod of
formng a coating filmwhich includes the step of rotating an
object to be processed in the formof a plate in a first
rotational action at a | ow speed for dispersing the
application liquid on the surface of the object and in a
second rotational action at a high speed for adjusting a
t hi ckness of the dispersed application liquid on the surface
of the object. This appeal ed subject matter is adequately
illustrated by independent claim1l which reads as foll ows:

1. A nmethod of formng a coating film by dropping
application liquid on a surface of an object to be processed
in the formof a plate having irregularities formed thereon
and di spersing the application liquid on the surface of the
obj ect using a centrifugal force generated by rotating the
obj ect, conprising the steps of:

rotating an object to be processed in the formof a plate
inafirst rotational action at a | ow speed for dispersing the
application liquid on the surface of the object and in a
second rotational action at a high speed for adjusting a
t hi ckness of the dispersed application liquid on the surface
of the object, said first and second rotational actions being
separated by a tinme interval; and

setting the tine interval between the first and the
second rotational actions to a value equal to or greater than
ten tines a duration of the first rotational action and
setting a duration of the second rotational action to a val ue
equal to or greater than three tinmes the duration of the first
rotational action.
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No prior art has been relied upon by the exam ner in the
rejection before us on this appeal.

The appeal ed clains are rejected under the second
paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 8 112 as failing to particularly point
out and distinctly claimthe subject matter which the
appel lants regard as their invention. On page 3 of the
Answer, the exam ner expresses her position as follows:

The ternms "high" and low' in clainms 1, 7 and 13 are

relative ternms which renders these clains in

definite [sic]. The term"high and "low', nodifying

speeds are not defined by the clains, the

specification does not provide a standard for

ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of

ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably

apprised of the scope of the invention.
We cannot sustain the above-noted rejection.

That sone cl ai m |l anguage nmay not be precise does not
automatically render a claimoffensive to the second paragraph
of 8 112. Wen a word of degree is used, as here, it nust be
determ ned whet her the specification provides sone standard
for measuring that degree. That is, it nmust be determ ned
whet her one of ordinary skill in the art would understand what

is clainmed when the claimis read in light of the

specification. Seattle Box Co. v. Industrial Crating &
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Packing Inc., 731 F.2d 818, 826, 221 USPQ 568, 573-74 (Fed.

Cir. 1984).

Contrary to the exam ner's position, the appellants
di scl osure provi des an adequate standard or gui dance for
measuring the scope and neaning of the claimterns "l ow' and
"high." See, for exanple, the exenplificative guidance
provided at lines 6 through 11 on page 3 of the appellants
specification as well as figures 2 and 6 of the appellants’
drawing. Additionally, as correctly indicated by the
appel l ants, the | anguage of the appeal ed cl ai ns provides
gui dance on these matters by reciting the functions to be
achi eved by these "l ow' and "hi gh" speeds.

For at |east the above-stated reasons, we consider the
exam ner's indefiniteness criticismof the appealed clains to
be not well taken. It follows that the § 112, second
par agr aph, rejection before us cannot be sustai ned.

The decision of the examner is reversed.

REVERSED

BRADLEY R. GARRI S
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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PETER F. KRATZ
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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